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The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom) : I declare open the two hundred and 
seventy-first plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eigh teen-Nation Committee on 
Dis&rmainent. 

Mr , KHi\LL/-LF ( U ni t ed Arab Republic) ( translation from French ^: During cur 
opening m^eeting on 27 January my delegation stressed the reasons v/hy it shared the idea 
that we must not lose sight of. our major responsibility of working for general and 
complete disarmament (ENDC/PV^235)* My delegation is aware that the extreme difficiolty 
of this problem and the serious concern to which the present international situation 
gives rise are not likely to facilitate our task in this fields Nevertheless it is 
undeniable that, precisely because of this difficulty and th"^.s concern, v/e must 
redouble our efforts to emerge from the stagnation v\/hich"'could well affect, the cause 
of disarmament despite the fresh stimulus it received last September at the General. 
Assembly. This stagnation is becoming increasingly unacceptable for two main reasons^ 

First, the nuclear arsenal of delivery vehicles and nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
warheads has gone beyond all conceivable limits, both in their destructive force, the 
lightning speed with which destruction can be inflicted, and in their range of action, 
from which no part of the w.orld can now escape. 

Secondly, profound transformations are taking place on the international scene 
at the present time* We must bear these transformations in mind and take advantage 
of them in order to render the rigid positions adopted by both sides. .more flexible 
and thus induce in them the necessary suppleness and a better adaptation to 
present-day realities* 

There is no questioi. of our solving at this session the problem of general and 
complete disarmament; but it is our duty to make the best possible use of the time 

still left to us before the General Assembly meets, in order to endeavour to advance 

our work in this field in a substantial way, in accordance with the instructions of the 
Assembly • That is our well-defined duty, but how are we to discharge it? To do so 3 
perhaps we should first ask ourselves the question, where do we stand in our 
negotiations on general and complete disarmament? 
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At- present^ these' negotiations are mainly concentrated, and rightly so, on a key 
problem,, -that ^of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles^ A discussion 
on this subject in our Committee became possible v/hen the Soviet Union accepted the 
principle of maintaining a fixed riUmber of nuclear v/eapon delivery vehicles until 
the end of the disarmament process (ENDC/2/Rev*l/Add,l) , thus coming into line with the 
United States proposal in this regard (El)pc/3p).,; in. order to take into account the 
preoccupations- of the Western delegations^ At one. time we thought that this discussion 
and exchange of views would be fruitful; but alasi they were not. 

It was then that the Soviet delegation proposed that' the Committee should adopt 
.,a /specific procedural measure* We are referring to the proposal made by Mr. Zorin 
in 1964 (EKDC/PV.lSSgp^l?) that a working. group should be set up to deal with this 
'problem. Commendable efforts were made in our Committee to reach agreement on the terms 
of reference of that working group, -Unfortunately those efforts were unsuccessful. ' 
The divergencies between the positions of the United States and the Soviet. Union on ■ 
some essential items of the terms of reference were so profound that the discussion 
soon reached a dead end^ 

One of the reasons for the impasse v/as that the idea of retaining a fixed, number 
of nuclear weapons delivery vehic^les until the end of the disarmament process was found 
to be too miich entangled in the details of each of the two draft treaties --«• those of 
the United States and the Soviet Union — on general and complete .disarmament and 
strongly influenced by the different philosophies, methods and . timings of the two 
drafts, so much so that if suffices to touch upon any aspect of the question of the 
nuclear -weapon delivery vehicles to be retained under each of the two draft treaties to 
set quivering immediately all the notes of discordance between the two drafts* 

That is why the Swedish delegationv in a first commendable attempt to overcome 
the obstacles which thus needlessly blocked the discussion" of ^ this idea of nuclear 
deterrence, proposed (ENDC/PV«202,p.lO) that we should concentrate our attention on the 
status of the quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles that would be retained during- 
stage Ille One of the merits of such a method is: to avoid, at least in the first round, 
the snag of the' difficult problem of choosing- the method by which 'che residual number 
of nuclear delivery vehicles would be decideda 



ENDC/PV,271 
6 



(Mr. Khallaf , UxrLted Arab Republic) 



The "Soviet delegation replied positively to that proposal when Mr. Tsarapkin 
declared at our Meeting on 15 March that his' delegation would have no ob.iection to taking 
up the study of stage III, on which a Certain siniilarity in the positions of the sides 
had become apparent. He added: 'VxS v/as suggested, for example, by the delegation" of 
Sweden on 28 July 196^e^' ( ENDC/PVo2^8', p. 25 ) a The representative of Canada^ 
Mr* Burns, also confirmed the importance of this attitude when he said: 

^Hji/e think that the idea of examing the last stage proposed for general and 

complete disarmament — an idea originally advanced by the Swedish delegation — 

should be seriously considered* It has many possibilities*^^ ( EM)C/PV»2497 p>ll ) . 

My delegation has no objection to studying the status of the quantity of nuclear 
delivery vehicles to be retained in stage III, if the Committee feo desires^ However, 
it feels that if we embark on a study of the nuclear shield, umbrella or instrument 
of nuclear deterrence in relation to stage III, there v/ill still be the fear that 
neither the United States nor the Soviet draft will fail to make the most of its links 
with the nuclear shield, umbrella or instrument of nuclear deterrence in order to give 
this the impress of its ovm concept, that of the United States or that of the Soviet 
Union, That would bring up the whole question of disarmament again and would not 
facilitate our task of conciliation between the two different viewpoints. 

To avoid that, we think it would perhaps be advisable first of all to isolate 
the idea itself of nuclear deterrence from the particularism of the two drafts and try 
to study it per se within the context of disarmament. Once the idea of deterrence 
has been separated and its essential characteristics identified, we shall thus be able 
to obtain a certain concept of nuclear deterrence which could clarify and determine 
the concrete form of the instrument itself — the nuclear '»hard\/aro-^ -- made available 
under this concept. It will then be easy, in order to give shape to the instrument 
of deterrence, to take advantage of thq useful elements contained either in" the 
United States draft or the Soviet drafts 

Obviously the complex and delicate task of elucidating the concept of nuclear" 
deterrence cannot be carried out by one delegation alone,. IVo shall therefore 
limit ourselves to shedding some light on certain essential aspects of that concept, 
with the help of the useful contributions made by the other delegations here present. 
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To begin withj, we can consider that the first aspect of this concept which we 
have to elucidate relates to its importance^ which is evident from the interest shown 
by the Eighte en-Nat ion Connnittee in the idea of retaining a certain number 6f 
nuclear delivery vehicles during the disarmament process. A considerable part of 
the discussions in recent years has been devoted to this question^ 

These discussions show that the idea of nuclear deterrence has become^ the 
subject of a measure of agreement between the United States and th§ Soviet Union 
since the Soviet Government amended its draft treaty on general and complete 
disarmament so as to make possible the retention of a given quantity of nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles until the end of the disarmament process • 

It is this first aspect of this concept that we must stress very clearly f±om 
the outset of our work, because the attention we must give it in our negotiations on 
general end complete disarmament is justified by the importance which the two 
nuclear supQr-~P owe rs attach to it. 

But what is the function generally attributed to the retention of these . 
terrible weapons during the disarmament process? The reason given so far. by each 
of the two super-Powers is their concern to be reasonably assured that they watfLd 
not be the object of a nuclear attack by an aggressor acting in bad faitli- during •;/ 
the disarmament process* However, while this reason may suffice for. th^ ^UGle^r 
Powers who possess these weapons, it cannot suffice for the rest of the world;. 
Indeed, what of the overwhelming majority of people who do not- possess- theae • 
weapons, who consider them illegal, and are terrified by the. nature and magnitude, 
of their destructive power? Those people, in their turn, have ? only one legitimate ^r 
concerns to be rid of such weapons completely and immediately ..under effectivo 
international control o 

This attitude of the non-nuclear countries would be difficult to reconcile with 
acceptance of the idea of retaining these nuclear weapons for any reason whatsoever. 
This leads me, as the representative of a non-aligned and, non-nuclear country, to 
explain the position of my delegation towards our participation in the discussion 
of this idea of nuclesi-r deterrence during the disarmament, process. 

If we associate ourselves with other delegations to define more clearly this 
idea, which is based on. the retention of nuclear weapons^ that ; does. not in any way 
imply that we approve of the principle. In other words, if we agree to consider 
this idea within the context of a programme of general and complete disarmament, 
it is for a very definite reason: namely, that the idea of nuclear deterrence has 
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become, in spite of us, the only condition that in the pres^e^t cirauinstances ;: 
enables the two super-Powers and our Committee usefully to carry; on discussions 
on general and coniplete disarmament. Consequently, inpur opinion, it has to be 
recognized that nuclear deterrence should only be conceived or accepted in order 
to facilitate the discussion and accomplishment of general and- complete: disarmament. 
The concept of. nuclear deterrence thus appears as an instruneni) resulting from 
circumstances and would ansv^er to a Y/ell-defined practical need; to bring us 
nearer to general and complete disarmament, to set us going in some way along the : 
path to general and complete disarmament « 

If we accept that definition of. the function of deterrence, it follows ; that, 
when; the idea ..is given concrete form, any element outside the limits of thai, function 
must be eliminated. Thus nuclea,r. weapons retained during the disarmament process 
must not serve in any way to influence international relations for the benefit of any 
particular nuclear Power, and. for all the more reason must not be used to commit 
aggression. .. ..f-A ' • ; 

The concept of nuclear-; deterrence, while taking into account .the concern of eq,ch 
nuclear Po%verito be reasonably sheltered from nuclear at taci^k, would thus facilitatec. 
general .-and complete disarmament, which is the primary objective; of the international 
community. But the interests of this community -^ qtnd of the non-nuclear countries 
in particiitar — ^ also require just as urgently that everything should be done to 
reduce ; the danger and prevent- the : outbreak .of • a nuclear \mr during the disarmament 
process. In other words, nuclear deterrence as conceived for the purpose of • 
assuaging the fears of the nuclear Powers. must take dnto account this legitimate 
dual concern of the international community and the non-nuclear 'countries* 

To meet these interests, two main conditions niust be fulfilled; 

(l) The sprea^d of nuclear weapons must be : stopped.: at once through i an 

acceptable non--prol if oration treaty-*^ irtiich. is what we hope to achieve 
here I 

{2) Furthermore, deterrence must be organized in' practice in such a way that 
it would in fact result in the nedtralizettion of the opposing nuclear 
forces. This should be one of the important directives to be given to 
the working group entrusted with: this question. 
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It is true that the deterrence resulting fron) the present nuclear balance has 
TlmcJitidned somehow -'C'r- other' be tw the United States and the Soviet Union^ and no 
nuclear .jai^tapK. has taken place sirxce Hirqshima and Nagasaki <. But .the question 
which all the peoples of the wo rid., ^^re asking is, how long can we continue . to rely- 
on the hazard of such a delicate, e^nd dangerous balance? There is .no doubt that we 
are faced with an intolerable situa-tipn which, is getting more and more complicated 
every day and from which yre must f4rx(i.;.a.,^ay put, . 

I'fy delegation considers that an ag3:eement on the function of deterrence which 
we have just proposed would facilitate exami^nation of the. type of .nuclear . shield 
03? ,, umbrella which, would. .b^ acceptable : during i^lie disarmament process, 

: Sy way of illustration, my rde.legation proposes to examine the v/ay in which this 
concept would affect .eacj^ of .the intrinsic elements of . the . instrument of deterrence, 
namely — - : 

(l). the level ,, or .number of nuclOjar delivery vehicles to be retained^ 

(2) their categoj^ies and types | .. • 

(3) their deployment* 

.:. In. regf:ir<J to, the first of tliese .elements? if we . start from" our "concept of a 
nuclLeav -deterTence meant to facil it o.t.e. disarmament, .we majy ask what would be the level 

;-,qf the instrument intended to..,p;Lay. this part, . Should, it 'bej/high^^-mediui:} or -low? 
It is not for us to fix even an approximate. figure,, It is=:.f''0j; •tfe<^ ::\i^o;r^ to 

dQ.vthat^. ,But such,a group ..could have, before., it certain general guidelines « It must, 

..|iystj.o:f all, eliminate ; immediately f^ calculf^vipp.s any nucleexr v.^eapons which 

-.yopld'- exceed,. tljiat,«fvi^c.ti9n,. since the i-iupl ear weapons to be reto.ined provisionally 

• woul^.be Intended exclusively, fo.r , preventing .a nuclear .attack* 

It follows- that the risi5: of . nucleai*- -escalation, during the disarmrxicnt process — 

.a.j:ri§ic- created .by the us^e of, huciear v/eappns.to reppl an., attack, cp.rried out with 

.conventional weapons* — » must, be elir^iiaa.ted,. In f^ict, it; would., not be realistic to 
ensure the security of nuclear Powers ; against a direct nuclea^r attpxk i:ind at the 

;,^ame time-; neglec.t...the; dangpr .of a nucle^ar,, .attack, indirectly, .through, escalation- 
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That observation renders acutely topical the chronic problem of i^ojpi^enti&iial 
security in Europe, v/here in consequence of the cold war tactical nuclea^r weapons 
exist side by side with conventional weapons ^ thus making nuclear escalation 
possible* ¥a earnestly hope, mth the peoples of Europe, that these tactical nuclear 
weapons will never be used, either now or during disarmament « But the risk is ever 
present in a Europe which has been the scene of two world wars in twenty-five years 
and which has today become an armed caxapo 

\\liat, then, must we do without delay if we want to continue our disoussions 
fruitfully on this point and give them a realistic look? In our opinion it would 
perhaps be advisable if, parallel with our discussions on the instrument of nuclear 
deterrence, exchemges of views or negotiations were to begin immediately between the 
parties concerned in Europe, either in another working group or in another forum of 
their choice, in order to find alternative solutions capable of ensuring in Europe 
adequaifce security against any attack with conventional weapons* 

In this regard there is no lack of formulas* Some have been submitted during the 
Conference in the form of cDllateral measures? observation posts, exchange of 
military observers, reduction or withdrawal of troops, a non-aggression pact, and so 
on; and other solutions can be foimd along this path* 

Surely to banish the spectre of nuclear escalation and at the same time to work 
in earnest to achieve security against the use of conventional weapons would lielp to 
abolish the sequelae of the cold war and the peace settlement of the Second World 
War* That is the more true since all those concerned are loud in proclaiming that 
their objective is the negotiation of a peaceful settlement of all these questions* 
That being so, the working group should also be guided by the general feeling that 
it is in the overriding interests of all of us to keep this instrument of deterrence 
at a low level* 

Some delegations of non-aligned countries have already spoken in the Conaaittee 
of a minimal nuclear deterrence ♦ For its part, the Soviet Union has spoken of a 
limited number of certain nuclear delivery vehicles to be retained* In its turn, the 
United States has indicated its intention actually to reduce its existing nuclear 
arsenal and, consequentially, to reduce the level of the possible instrument of 
deterrence, and this when it has envisaged the possibility of big reductions in the 
number of strategic nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the context of its proposals 
concerning a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and its general proposals 
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concerning the cessation of the production of fissilo material for military purposes 
and tiie' destruction of nuclear weapons (ENDC/l20)o iVb our meeting on 14 June Mj.%.. .Foster 
urgently requested delegations to e:xamine these propo.3,als seriously and to suggeso 
methods of app-^^oach (ENDC/PVo264, pol3K 

In reply to his appeal we xvouid sup^^oftt the.t the United Sta-J>es proposals can, i)e 
of great interest when there is a serious discussion on vhe xe-vel of the. instrument, 
of nuclear deterrence o Indeed, if the points of view on the InstrumerrA of nuclear 
deterrence" ooincide^ not only can the obstacles •'^^i^-J nh now stand, in the wa^y.-Ofrr^Khese 
propos'als no monger nave any purpose;, bat it is by studying p reposed s ,Q;r,,tk^^ Ij^ind 
that a' lever acceptable to Doth sides could be fixed for the instrumont of deterrence «. 

Furthermore^ my delegation considers that this approach "oo the study of the 
niixiber oi nuclear weapon vehicles to be retained could help us to overcome the 
obstacle of'the" divergence Dei>ween the United States position^ which insists pn a 
gradual reduction of nuclear wehicles^ and the Soviet position, which^ on the contrary^ 
insists' oil a massive reduction of these vehicles in the first stage of disarmament. 
in lact^ we believe that the problem would lose much of its acuteness if the Committee 
were to undertake a study of the instriiment of. nuclear deterrence on the lines we have 
just de scribed o 

As for the categories and t5rpes of the insti^ument of nuclear deterrence ^ we think 
that the two super-Powers ought to discuss this element of nuclear, deterrence, in the 
working group o But there is a general problem which the Comraittee;,couid study here 
and il6w« If tlie' instrument of deterrence is intended to neutra^lize the opgppsing 
nuclear forces, a certain degree of stafeillzat.ion is necessary, throughout the 
disarmament process o ¥ithout this staoixxk^ation tne process of general and co:mplete. ^ 
disarmament^^ as it proceeds, will be at tne mercy of anv technical development of 
nucxear weapons o 

Tnis raises the proDiem of the continuous allocation of resources and. energy by 
the nuclear Jfowers to the creation or improvement of nuclear weapons^^. . This fact; is the 
more regrettable because nucxear security thus becomes more and more illusory, not;; to, 
mefitibn tne consiaerabie expense of such developments. It is to be hoped that the 
Soviet Union and the United States will lose no time in adopting a policy of mutual 
exanrple in order to put an end to this dangerous and useless race j.n improving 
nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles. Hence the capital inmortance of the 
cessation of underground tests as a brake on the developmerxt of nuclear weapons o 
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I now come to the third element of the instrument of deterrences, deployment of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles during the disarmament process o Deterrence, as we 
conceive it ^ would have the effect of limiting the deployment of these dangerous 
weapons • Here can be seen quite clearly the great value of two collateral measure,ss 
the conclusion of an acceptable treaty on non-proliferation, and the establishment 
of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world* The adoption of these tv,ro 
measures/ if adequately conceived and applied, would make the practical problem of - 
the deployment of nuclear delivery vehicles during the disaxmcment process much 
easier to solve and would help to safeguard the nuclear security of the non-nuclear 
States* 

The delegation of the United Arab Republic. considers a non-proliferation treaty 
and the esta^blishment of denuclearized zones greatly preferable to any guarantees of 
protection given by alliances or nuclear Powers o 

To Bxm up, we believe that realistic negotiations on general and complete 
disarmament can be usefully carried on in our Committee on the basis of the following 
practical proposals: 

' First ^ the adoption by the Committee of a minimxam common concept of nuclear 
deterrence dui'ing the disarmament process, on the broad lines we have just submitted 
to the Conference c 

Second, the appointment of a working group which, on the basis of this c/^inmon 
concept, would study the establishment of the most appropriate instrument of nuclear 
deterreticeo 

Third, immediate study by the parties concerned of the chronic problem of 
conventional security in Europe, in order to eliminate the risk of nuclear escalation^ 

The delegation of the United I^ab Republic believes that the adoption of such a 
programme of work by the Conference would have the effect of getting our negotiations, 
under way, and would thus take account of the realities of today, when everyone is very 
anxious to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war* All this would at the same time 
help to create the necessary climate for getting rid of the sequelae of the cold war, ^^ 
fdr strengthening the cause of peaceful co-existence, and for bringing abput inevitably 
a universal dialogue on nuclear dis^xmement* 
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^^^^ROSHCHBI (iriiian of >Sot,l8t Socialist Republic a) (tranal^-tion , from 
Russian)? In view of the fact that^ in accordance with the programme of work 
approved by ihe eoiDJXiittee (ENDC/PV,264; po25) j, we arc to discuss today questions of 
ffonoral' and compieto disa>::niamenty the Soviet delegation: ^intends to speak on the 
subject of collateral xneasuros in the field of disarmameni>o Since this is our 
lroc:-.txua. ib ^roulo. bt ccrroot if vr^? ->Tcro to find out first whether there are any 
ether spoolr.ers or. general and complete disarmament;^ so that we may take the floor 
only after all those wishing to speak on th^t subject have had an opportunity to ,do 
soo Thcrofore I would ?).sk yaii; Mr, Chairman^, toenqaire whether any other 
representatives wish to speak on the subjeot of general and complete disarmament^ 

IfeijSiMSiM (^^i*^^^ Kingdom)? , J thank the representative of tHe 
Soviet. .Union for his observations and shall qi.sk whether any other delegation wisnes 
to take the floor on the subject of general sind complete . disarmament* 

It appears the't there arc no further speakers on that subject^ and I call upon 
the representative of the Soviet Union, to resume his speeclio 

My..?__g9.gll^iiM (Uuion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation f x>6m 
Eussiaa ) t We have listened vrith great interest to the veay detailed' statement of 
tke representative of the United Arab Republic* * We shali^' study it with all the 
attention that such a detailed and interesting staiement deserves. In speaking on 
the .subject of general and complete di sar^nameD.t we shall endeavour to give replies 
to a number of questions which were touched upon 5.n the statement of the 
representative of the United Ax»ab Repi^blic* 

Now I should like to take up the subject which our delegation hks dbcided to 
deal with in its statement today* At -previous meetings ""we dwelt on the "quest ion of 
vriiat specific steps should be taken at itie present time in order to achieve agreement 
on such an important issue oi' nuclear disarmament as the hon-prolif oration of nuclear 
weapons,* The question of non-prcoixieration^ which i«^ justifiably regardod in this 
Committee as its primary task; does not of course 'exha.xrst-Hhe -whole field of nuclear 
disarraamont and the warding-off of the menace of a nuolear war/ We believe ™ and 
this opinion is shared by many oxner delega,tions — • that'efforts to wardoff the ' •^' 
danger^ of a nuclear war should be made 3.n a number of directions^ seeking^ besides 
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non-«proliferaiion, the. adoption of other effective measures to firee marikind from the 
threat of a nuclear war* 

In its statement today the Soviet delegation intends to: d^^fell on -twQ questions:, 
that of the prohibition of the use of unclear weapon S; and that of the pj^ohibition. . 
of underground nuclear tests. 

The question of the prohibition of the use of r.^iclear w^eapons is being examined 
by the ii;xgni>een-Nation Committee in accordance with the recommendation of the 
G-eneral Assembly* As we know/ the twentieth session of the G-eheral Assembly was to 
have discussed this important and urgent problem — I am referring to item 29 of the 
General Assembly's agendas "Question of convening a conference for the pu-rpose of 
signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
w^aponss reports of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on- Disarmament •» c 

At the meeting of tne First Committee held on 2y i\ovember 1965 the representative 
of Ethiopia made the follorarig statement on this subjects' 

"¥e realize that ixem ^:;» on tne agenda of tne General Assembly" is very important. 
The Ethiopian delegation and GovernraenD attach great importance to this sulDJect. 
.'Tfd:;.believe. that it would not be fair to limit the discussion of this very 
Important item to one or: two days. Therefore^ unless there is some objection, 
we would prefer to send the item back to the Eighte^jqi-Nation Disarmament 
Committee and to debate -it next year when there. will be ample time available" 

( A/ca/ipv.i388. pa2 ) . 

Precisely^ such a deci:sion was taken by. the First Committee and endorsed at a 
plenary session of the General Assembly. A letter from the Chairman of the First 
Committee to the President of the United. Nations General Assembly stated: 

"At its. 1390th meeting, held on -30 November 19.6 5 ;» the First Com.mittee 
decided to refer the item ^/tbat ,.i.^, item 29 of the General Assembly's agenda/ 
to the -Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee for further study and to d^fer 
consideration of this item in. .the General Assembly until its tvT^enty-f irst 
session^r ( A/Ca/?Va390, y.XT U 

Thus th6 question of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons ^vas referred by 
the General Assembly to this Committee for further stu^ f or the purpose of finding 
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the proper solution to this most important problem* It is noteworthy that at the 
twentieth session of the Assembly no one — not even the representatives of the 
United States and the United Kingdom ™ objected to the above-mentioned decision 
of the General Assembly* Therefore there can be no question of the need to carry- 
out the Assembly's recommendation and to examine carefully^ here in the Committee, 
the question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weaponso This we must do; 
we must give to this problem the attention it deserves* 

The question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons has long been 
ripe for solution<> The idea of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons has met with 
wide support on the part of most of the States Members of the United Nations* Now 
that the Eight e en-Nat ion Committee is looking fonvard to the t^v^nty-f irst session 
of the United Nations General Assembly^ the achievement of agreement on such a 
comparatively uncomplicated but exceptionally important question as the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons would be a considerable success in the work of our 
Committee «» 

On the question of the pi^ohibition of the use of nuclear weapons the Soviet 
Union adopts a clear-cut and definite position. We consider that, on the way towards 
the complete prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons — an aim which the 
Soviet Union seeks consistently -— an international convention on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons should be concluded without delay* The Soviet 
Government also expresses its readiness to reach an agreement that the nuclear 
Powers should asstune the obligation not to be the first to use such weapons « In 
his message of 1 February to this Conmiittee the Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the Soviet Union^ Mro Kosygin^ stateds 

'^The Soviet Union is prepared to assume immediately an obligation not 

to be the first to use nuclear weapons^ provided that the other nuclear 

Powers do likewise ^» (ENDC/l67» Po3)'> 
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There is a soxmcl basis for the solution of this jproblem. Five years will soon 
ha.ve elapsea since, on tne mitia-cive or jSthin-nia ana otner Airicon cind Asian States 
and with the support of ■^."hr-^ socialist countrir^o, the sixteenth session of the General 
Assembly aaoxotea in 1961 the well-known Declaration on tne prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weaioons. In the course of the disarmament negotiations 
this important document has often been referred to« The further the nuclear arms 
race develops ana the more acute the threat of an outbreak of nuclear war becomes, 
the more urgently and insistently resound the words of the Declaration that - 

■'(a) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is con-hrarv to the 

spiri-c, letter ajid aims of the United Nations', and, as such, a direct 

violation of 'the Charter of the United Nations; 

'^^'o\"a(d) " iiriy Str.te using nuclear and 'thermo-nuclear weapons is to be 

considered as violating the Charter of -file" United Nations, as 'acting contrary 

to the laws of humanity and as ^commifcxng a'crime against manKina ana 

civilization'^ ( ii/Rji;S/l633(XVl ) )\ 

Thus the United Nations and all the peoples of the world have outlawed^hUclear 
weapons as' c-^ threat to all 'mankind, not only to tKe' 'present gen^^rdtioh but to future 
"gfendraftions- a^'^weil*- Thkt rl3 commendation of the -"United Nations'- 'expresses the deter- 
mination' •'o±'''thd'peoples 'of th^^ world to prohibit the use' of^'hudlear v'teapons, • and •' 
all' •iSta't^'s^'a^e'dalled- upbh^ 'to act strietlV'in accord^et; ^ith'^^hflt- fecommenddtioh. 

The' -conclusion 'of 'an internatiohcil 'convention prohibiting tne- -use of riuclc?ar 
weapdnsv'OT', In tHd^=fir%t' 'instance, the' adoption by the nuiclear'^Powel^;^ of a^Sdlemn' 
obligatibii^nbt- to 'be "the first to u^e them, wbuld"=i*eph^cisent^'y majdf coritributi^^ to 
"the cause- -of 'hUcfeaf ^fesa^mamerity This rfeasure would: ct^hsidei^ably WUuce the threat 
of the actual use of nuclear weapons.. 

The 'pi^ohibiti^ -of the:.'u-£^e^ 'of^^hucl^alr' weapons '¥buld aisd'^ con tribute to the 
solution of- the">i^dblem of the- non~prolif elation of-such'-^'wec^poriSa-^ The absence of a 
baji on the use of nuclear weapons serves as^a. magtie^t-.f or those seeding to acquire 
such weapons. If we succeeded in reaching agreement on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons, that would act as a curb on the strivings of certain States to 
obtain access in one form or another to these weapons and would thus remove some of 
the obstacles in the way of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
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What is required in order to solve the problem of the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear v/eapons? There must ■ be a sincere desire on the part of the nuclear Powers 
and- of all States to accomplish this measure* .it previous sessions of the Committee 
• energetic voices were heard spevaking in favour of concluding an international 
convention on the prohibition of th'.. use of nuclear weapons; and now, at the current 
session of the Committee, we once again hear delegations calling for the use of 
nuclear iveapons to be outlawed. ;.t our meeting of 5 July the earliest possible 
axhievoment -of agreement on this question was urged by the representatives .of the 
People ^s Republic of Bulgaria (SNDC/PV,270, pe5) and the Socialist Republic of 
Romania ( ibid . , p.22)o .ind, before that, at the meeting of the Committee held on 
30 June^ the repre^eT:rtative of "Kexico expr..ssed alarm about the increasing threat of 
a nuclear war and referred to resolution l653(^^VI) of the sixteenth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly ^^ the prohibition of the use of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons, pointing out that the use of such weapons was ''^contrary to 
the rules of international law and to the laws of humroiity^^' ( EWC/'P'\I.269^ p.2^ )> 

On v/hat does the solution of this question in the Committee hinge? Until now, 
as we know, the United States and the United Kingdom^ two ViJestern nuclear Powers 
represented on the Eight e en-Nat ion Committee 3 have refused to come to an agreement on 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, nt the sixteenth session of the 
General assembly they voted against the adoption of the Declaration on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear and tht-.-rmo-nuclear weapons*, 

The United States delegation has adduced arguments which v^/ere formulated as long 
as four years ago in a letter from secretary of State Dean Rusk to U Thant, 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, dated 30 June I962 (A/517.^i-? i-innex II, p. 78). 
It asserts, as does the United Kingdom delegation, tbat the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons would be an '^illusery'^ and '^unrealistic'^ measure which allegedly 
would have no practical significance. In support of this argument they say that a 
baji on the use of nuclear weapons will not be respected, that its observance cannot 
be guarajiteed. 
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We can in no way agree with such an argument. The best guarantee of the 
observance of agreements. is the interest which the parties to them have in their 
being observed^ Are not the peoples interested in avoiding a nuclear catastrophe? 
Will not this interest be a reliable means of ensuring the effectiveness of an 
agreement on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons?-- In the past there .has 
already been a ban on the use of weapons of mass destruction, end the results have 
been positive o It is well known that the agreement to ban weapons of chemical and 
bacteriological warfare has been ajid is being respected by those countries that have 
signed it* The existence of that agreement to some extent contributed to the fact 
that, even in the years of ferocious hostilities of the. Second V/orld.War, the 
belligerents did not use poisonous substances or means of artificially causing 
epidemic diseases, even though- they had the appropriate types of weapons at their 
disposal at the time. 

But if it proved possible to prevent the use of poison gas and bacteriological 
warfare, why cannot the i^ame be done in regard to an even more terrible means of 
waging war", namely modern nuclear weapons 3 which if used would condemn to death 
hundreds of millions of people indiscriminately, with no distinction between front 
line and rear, military personnel and civilian population? This must certainly be 

done* 

As for the arguments of the United States delegation regarding the ^^illusory^'' 
nature of decisions prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons of mass destruction, of 
course we all know that the United States has not ratified the Geneva Protocol of 
1925 prohibiting the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons* i\nd it is 
precisely the United Sta^tes, as has. been reported more than once, that has used 
chemical weapons in. its war of aggression against the people of Viet-Nam, Apparently 
the United States wants to keep its hands free also where nuclear weapons are 
concerned. 

International commitments are assumed by States in order to carry. them out* 
But if one deliberately approaches any particular agreement with the assertion that 
it v/ill be ^'impracticable^^ or '^illusory^^ then, of course, it would be altogether 
impossible to conclude any international treaty or agreement at all* At our m.oeting 
of 5 July the representative of Romania, Mr. Dumitrescu, put a legitimate question 
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to those who claim that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons will not in 
itself represent a guarojitee that these weapons will not be used* He asked: '*If 
the use of nuclear weapons is not prohibited, will that give us aji assurance that 
they will not be used ..o?^' (ENDC/PV>270, P^23)o 

The V/estern delegations have also asserted that the conclusion of a convention 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapcxis would not in itself create an atmosphere of 
confidence. That argument is also contained in the aforementioned letter of .^ucretary 
of State Ruskc But it is legitimate to ask the question: in circumstances where there 
is no prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, is there more confidence or 
tranquillity? Is it not clear that the prohibition of tne use of nuclear weapons, or 
the assumption by the nuclear Powers of an obligation not to b^ the first to use 
these weapons, would precisely contribute to the establishment of international, 
confidence? ..f tor all, such a step would cenfirm that the parties to such an 
agreement have not a^^reRsi're intentions towards one ajiother end do not intend to 
start a nuclear w.-^.r. 

In the aforementioned letter of i:r- Husk the argument was also used that the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weap ns would not eliminate the threat of a nuclear 
war^. ajid that this could be achieved only through the accomplishment of general and 
complete disarmament. Yes, the accom.plishment of general' rjid complete disarmaiment 
is undoubtedly the best and most reliable way to eliminate the threat of a nuclear 
war. But what \./eight has this argument of the United States now, 'when throughout 
the yo-ars of negotiation in the .^ighteen^;Nation Committee ^-^ and not only in the 
Committee — the United .otatcs has shown even more clearly that it is not seeking 
general ajid complete disarmament at all? Pxeferences to the problem of general ^Jl^. 
complete disarmament were then needed by the United States represv^ntatives in order 
to try to evade the exajnination and solution of the problem of prohibiting the use 
of nuclear weapons c 
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At present, when we are discussing, for instance, the question of non- 
proliferation of nuclear v/eapons or any other measures for reducing international 
tension, it does not occur to anyone in the Committee — including, I assume, the 
United States delegation — to refuse to discuss these measures . on the grounds that 
such measures do not eliminate completely the threat of a nuclear war* Pending 
general and complete disarmament, as is generally recognized, one must still try to 
talie. steps which would help to improve the international situation. In this respect 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons could be precisely the measure that would 
help towards solving the problem of nuclear disarmament c 

If the United States does not intend to make use of nuclear v/eapons for 
aggressive purposes, what then prevents it from adopting the Soviet proposal that the 
nuclear Powers assume an obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons? If 
the United States and the United Kingdom do not regard nuclear weapons as a means 
intended for blackmailing and intimidating other peoples, tnen there is no need for 
Vz-^m to search for specious pretexts in order to evade a solution of the problem of 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons* 

The United Nations General Assembly, which requested the Committee to consider 
the question ox prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons (A/RSS/2031 (XX) ; SNDC/I6I), 
expects us to take definite steps tov/ards solving this question. The Soviet 
delegation suggests that here in the Committee v^e prepare, in time for the twenty- 
first session of the United Nations General Assembly, specific recommendations on the 
question of convening an international conference for the conclusion of a convention 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons • We also suggest that the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee address an appeal to the nuclear Pov/ers to assume, as a first step on the 
road to the conclusion of such a convention, a solemn obligation not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons. The Soviet delegation hopes that the members of the 
Committee will examine this important question in all seriousness and make every 
offcrt to contribute to its solution. 

A very important problem recommended by the General Assembly for consideration 
in the Committee (A/PES/2032(XX) ; ENDC/I6I) is the cessation of imderground nuclear 
weapon tests • We have already set forth in a general v/ay the position of the Soviet 
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Union on this problem in our statement of 1^ June (ENDC/PV,26^j .pp*20 et seq.). 
Bearing in mind the importance of this problem, we should like in our statement today 
to explain further the point of viev/ of the Soviet Union in regard to it* 

First of all, it must be emphasized that the prohibition of underground nuclear 
weapon tests would be a considerable obstacle in the path of the further improvement 
of nuclear weapons e The implementation of this measure v/ould undoubtedly prevent 
the appearance in the armouries of the nuclear Powers of new and still more devastating 
types of weapons of mass destruction. The prohibition of underground nuclear tests 
would in fact elimina^te the opportunities for carrying out experiments v/ith nuclear 
weapons and would contribute to the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation 
of these weapons ^ In their statements the representatives of many countries members 
of this Committee have rightly devoted great attention to the question of prohibiting 
underground tests, and have called for a speedy solution of this important problem^ 

For many years now we ha.ve been seeking to bring about the prohibition of tests 
of such weapons o As a result we succeeded in reaching agreement on a partial pro- 
hibition covering nuclear tests in the atm.osphere, in outer space and under water 
(ENDC/lOO/ReVol) » There is also a possibility of achieving the complete prohibition 
of all nuclear tests o Indeed, all the participants in the present negotiations 
recognize the necessity of such a prohibition o There is a resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly calling for the earliest possible prohibition of such tests • 
There are noteworthy proposals hy the non-aligned countries (ai]NDC/l58) * 

Nevertheless, there is still no solution of this problem. Nearly three years 
have elapsed since the conclusion of the Moscov/ Treaty on the partial prohibition of 
nuclear tests in three environments, which provides for the use of national means of 
•detection and identification alone for the. purpose of control* i\jid yet at one time 
there were persistent demands concerning the need for the establishment of inter- 
national control, by means of v/hich alone, in the opinion of certain vVestern Powers, 
it v/ould be possible to guarantee the effective cessation of tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and under water « 
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The Soviet Union has stated time and again, that for the- prohibition of under-- ' 
ground nuclear tests, national means of ' detecting and identifying underground seismic 
events are sufficient, 1 should like to stress onc'e again that precisely national 
means of detection, and not international on-site inspections, • are the effective key 
that will enable us to achieve our aim of prohibiting completely all nuclear weapon 
tests. Hence the Soviet Union is prepared to reach an agreement on the cessation - 
of all underground nuclear weapon tests on the basis of the use of national means, of 
detection for verifying the fulfilment of the commitments in respect of the cessation 
of underground nuclear explosions • 

Unfortunately the United States and its partners in Western alliances have taken 
a different stand on the question of putting an end to underground tests. They have 
continued up to now to demand as a necessity the establishment of international con- 
trol over the observance of an agreement in this regard. In making this demand the 
United States is creating an artificial obstacle in the way of the achievement of the 
agreement which we seek, 

Vvhy is the United States so stubbornly insisting on international inspection? 
It is doing this in order to prevent the achievement of an agreement, 30 that it can 
remain free to continue underground tests for the purpose of developing new types of 
nuclear weapons. The United States continues to carry out a series of underground 
tests one after another. Less than three years after the conclusion of the Moscow 
Treaty, the United States has, according to official information published in that, 
country, carried out more than ninety underground tests, including twenty-seven 
underground nuclear explosions announced during the first half of this year alone. 
There is information showing that the United States Government has undertaken a pro- 
gramme of further underground nuclear tests which is planned for several years ahead • 
This is shown as we have already noted, by the I965 report of the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission. 
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United S'fetes leader s- have expressed. s^atisfactj^^ the way in which underground 
nuclear weapon tests in the United States are be ins" cai;ried out. Thus in' August last 
year Senator Jackson, Chairman of the Senate Armed Forces Sub-Cornraitt'ee and of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, stated, that , th?inks to the efforts arid talent of 
United Stated scientists in Los Alamos and Liyermore.^ a series of underground nuclear 
explosions nad been carried out which had helped to-, improve the quality of production 
of nuclear weapons to an even-greater extent than was deemed possibls^ bv most 
scientists only two years agOo That statement is quoted from Atomic Energy Report 
Noe 32^ P^gos 3 and 45, dated 9 August 1965., published in Washington, 

The continued objection to the cessation of underground nuclear v/eapon tests by 
leading circles of the United States was commented upon quite recently by the United 
States journalist ivlro John ¥. Finney In an. article entitled "U*S, Critics Shun Plan 
on A-pact" ivir, Finney pointed outs 

"The basic objection, primarily from the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
military, according to AdministrPi^tion sources, was that the sme.ll political gains 
of such a step would be outweighed by the possible military risks«,« A ban on 
larger underground tests could prevent development of effective atomic warheads 
for an anti-ballistic missile system^' (The Ne w York Times, International 
Edition/ 1 July 1966, Po3)o 

As you see, this is all quite clearly. and precisely stated. Further tests are 
needed by the United States Government for the, improvepent of its v/-eapons» So the 
ending or tests is rated very low, as merely providing "small political gains"* 

The Soviet Union is convinced that all countries and all mankind will derive 
great a^dvantages from the prohibition , of all nuclear weapon tests. They will derive 
not only political or moral advantage, but their health will no longer be threatened 
by dangerous radioactivity « ' The Soviet delegation, noxes. with great satisfaction 
the considerable interest shown in oujr Committee by the representatives of a number 
of the iiember States in the solution -of the' problem of. the prohibition of underground 
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nuclear vreapon tests. Their proposals reflect their great concern and desire to 
make progress in arriving at an appropriate international agreement* 

We have alread.y stated that the Soviet Union is. prepared to settle the question 
of the prohibition of underground nuclear tests on the basis of the proposal made 
by the United Arab Republic (E]MDC/PVo259) . We are referring to the proposal to 
prohibit underground nuclear explosions above a certain threshold of magnitude, ^and 
to declare a moratorium on nuclea^r explosions below that threshold. The proposals 
set forth in the Committee by the Swedish delegation merit attention* They provide 
for the establishment of a "detection club" ahd also for the right of parties to a 
treaty on the prohibition of underground tests to wit hdrav^ from the treaty in certedn 
circumstances (ENDC/l 54) In this connexion we should like to point out that the 
author of these proposals, the repre sent active of Sweden, ivlrs. ij/ft^rdal, rightly 
considers that - 

"•o. for purposes of detection and identification, even of underground tests — 
that is, for recording seismic events and for attempting to sepa^rate thosei 
indicating man~ma>de explosions from natural earth tremors - — v^-e are going to use 
national observation posts and national interpretation of th^ data obtained" 
(ENDC/j?V;247. pa6)o 

It should be pointed out that in the remarks of the United States. . replies ent at ives 
on the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon tests the desire^bility of an early 
cessation of underground tests and of the achievement of an appropriate agreement 
is stressed in words, but in fact the United States rejects constructive proposals 
prohibiting underground tests* If the United States really desires a comprehensive 
agreement prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests, it must reconsider its position and 
agree to a solution of this question ori the "basis bf the use of national means, for 
the detection 8.nd identification of 'underground events. 

The prohibition of all nuclea^r v/eapon tests, as well as the prevention of their 
dissemina^tion and the prohibition of their use j are all questions vfhich require an 



ENDC/PV.271 
25 



(Mro, Roshchin, USSR) 



immediate solutioiio ir we succeeded in solving these important questions, then we 
should certainly be able to solve much more easily other more comple^w problems of 
disarmament as well« 

Mr^ FOSTER (United States of America): Two interesting statements have 
been made this morning, and we shall study them carefully and respond at ei, later 
meeting. In some remarks which I propose to make here a little later this morning 
I shall answer some of the contentions of the Soviet representative about United States 
testing and the United States position with respect to banning underground tests*.' :. 

However, before turning to those remarks I should like to respond; to his Charge 
that the United States is engaging in ga,s warfare in Yiet-Nam, Tlic/b is not true* 
Secretary of State Rusk has made it clear on several occasions that that is a mis-^- 
statement o ¥e have used riot-control agents -*■- tear gas. These have been, and are 
designed to reduce danger to civilians and others eind to minimize loss of life in 
connexion with the activities in which we must engage. As I think ail members of 
this Committee knoY^, such materials are used in many parts of the world for that 
purpose. Incidentally, they have nothing to do with the Geneva Protocol* 

I should now like to mention a development that appeejrs very promising^ The 
Chairman of the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space has 
announced that, beginning 12 July, a meeting of the Legal Sub-Committee -of that 
body will convene here in Geneva to consider a draft treaty governing the 
exploration of the moon and other celestial bodieso This is a most welcome 
development. I am sure that each one of us here she.res the hope that the Sub- 
Committee's v/ork will lead to a tree.ty which Y>rill facilitate international co«-operation 
in the exploration of celestial bodies and ensure that they will be used for, peaceful 
purposes only* 

I should now like to make the remarks concerning e. comprehensive test-ban treaty 
which I had planned to make last Tuesday* 
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Those wno voted for General Assembly resolution 2032 (XX) agreed that our 
Committee should seek a comprehensive test-ban treaty ^'with a sense of urgency'^ 
( ENDC/1 61)o In voting for it, they noted the "crucial importance" of such a treaty 
"to the issue of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons" (ibidO • W delegation 
continues to support those statements of priority. 

As we all knov/, the reason we have not succeeded in banning, underground tests 
after all the years of trying to do so is that there are differences concerning . 
verification, to v/hich the Soviet representative referred this morning* I say 
"verification", rather than "on-site inspection", advisedly. We do not ask for 
inspection for the sake of inspection^ We ask for verification because. we believe it 
essential to our security that, having concluded a treaty, we have confidence that any 
potential adversary is observing faithfully the same solemn undertakings affecting the 
development of new nuclear weapon systems as those we ourselves observe; and we would 
off er any potential adversary equal opportunity to verify our observance of those 
under takings o • 

We do not^ seek inspection of seismic events which do not require inspection^ 
The United States proposed, negotiated, signed and ratified a treaty (ENDC/100/Rev«l) 
which bans by far the most important kind of testing but provides for no on-site 
inspections at all. In that case, after considerable research, v/e concluded that 
on-site inspection was not necessary to verify whether the reciprocal restraints of 
the treaty were being observed by both sides. 

Some now contend that one should not ask for on-site inspections for underground 
tests. While there have been generalizations about the adequacy of national 
systems, few seriously contend that such systems can identify every seismic event 
as either an earthquake or an explosion. Rather the contention is that the United 
States, and other countries should accept the risk of cheating because the Soviet Union 
is prepared to do so. 

However, are the situations existing in the Uiiited States and in the Soviet Union 
the same? The Soviet Union toows that United States underground tests in violation 
of a publicly-proclaimed international treaty could not be concealed from a free press 
in a free country. The United States has no similar assurance with regard to the 
Soviet Union, 
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The difference between the two socities in the providing of information about 
underground tests is evident even in the absence of a treaty banning such tests*. 
As permitted by the limited test-ban Treaty, the United States is- conducting a 
programme of underground test.<^. We have disclosed thi.^ programme to the v/orlde 
One can read about it in our newspapers, and it is no secret « The Soviet Union, 
on the other hand^ does not announce its underground tests. It xs, we oeiieve, 
conducting an active underground nuclear-testinp: programme* For example, on 
29 June, about a v/eek ago« the United States recorded seismic signals which we 
suspect were not caused by natural phenomena • They were from the Soviet 
nuclear-testing area* 

We do not conclude 5 because of an active underground test programme vjhich is 
permitted by the limited test-ban Treaty, that the Soviet Union desires to torpedo 
negotiation of a comprehensive test ban* That charge was made by the Soviet Union 
against the United States on 1^ June (ENDC/PV.26^, p. 21) and once more this morning. 
However, I think the Soviet representative might confirm the existence of a Soviet 
testing programme if he expects otTiers to trust the Soviet Union ^s representations 
about its own nuclear testing* In any event, I hope he will no longer speak of 
underground testing as an activity being conducted solely by the United States* 

In an area so affecting our national security as nuclear weapon development, 
no one can rely solely on trust* In the period since the Second World War, nuclear 
weapons have played a central role in maintaining in the world a military balance 
which, so far ai; least, has been more stable than at some other periods in history,, 
We regret as deeply as anyone that such partiv>ularly deadly weapons have had to play 
that role; but we all know they have* Until our efforts can be successful, let 
us hope the balance will continue to be a stable one. 

The United ' States does not propose to take risks with that balance* In any area 
.so closely affecting our security as nuclear weapon development, we intend to move 
with prudence and caution-. That does not mean that we oppose banning all nuclear tests, 
if such a ban can be verified* On the contrary, the United States has sought for many 
years, and continues actively to seek, a comprehensive test ban* In July 19^5 President 
Johnson told our Committee that ^^a truly comprehensive test-ban Treaty^^ was one of 
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the objectives he "had instructed our delegation to pursue ^Hvith all the determination 
and "wisdom they can command^ ^ ' (ENDC./I5O) . As we reconvened here in January^ he said 

that the United States: 

'^•o persists in its belief that the perils of proliferation \©uld be 

materially reduced by an extension of the limited test ban treaty to 

cover underground nuclear tests^^ (EMDC/l6$^ po2)o. 

Those instructions continue to guide the United States delegation. Indeea, if 
we really did nct.v/ant an underground ban, we could easily avoid making progress 
toward one by taking extreme positions on inspection and making no effort to find 
an acceptable oom-nromiseo. But we have not insisted on perfection^ and we have 
continually made new suggestions to ease the inspection problem.,. 

At our 229th and 232nd meetings 'last summer I described the results' of the 
extensive research the United States has carried out so that increased reliance 
on national systems ¥/ould be possible. We have not sought inspections for seismic 
events which could be identified by such systems^ 

ixt our meeting of k April Mr- Fisher described the results of resecu.-c;n 
designed to make inspections as simple as possible (ENDC/PV*25^^ pp, 21, 22). .We 
have foimd that radioactive fission---product gases will probably leak slowly tov/ards 
the surface from underground nuclear explosions , Therefore we have worked out new 
scientific techniques for detecting, collecting and analysing those gases ^ 

At earlier meetings my delegation has made a number of other proposals to ease 
the inspection problem. We have said that a country being inspected could 
institute all the safeguards it considered necessary to prevent inspectors from 
looking at sensitive defence installations, subject only to the condition that the 
inspection team arrive promptly at the area to be inspected (ENDC/78, p^J)* Thus we 
have said that the receiving country could use its own aircraft and pilots to carry the 
inspection team* We have said that it could seal off windows to prevent the team from 
looking at the territory en route o We have even said that the irispected country could 
ask that sensitive -defence installations which happened^" to be in the requested inspection 
area should hot be inspectedo Such installations would then not be inspected* 
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These proposals are hardly the work of a country which does not -^yant a 
ccmprehonsiYe test ban^ However^ they have not been enough to dispel the unfounded 
apprehensions of the Soviet Uniono As the representative of Canada observed at cur 
mooting on 19 April last^ the Soviet Union has accomplished "great scientific feats 
in the exploration of outer space'^ (ENI)C/PV>2579 \p.9) * It has displayed daring^ 
ci^cative initiative and tremendous efforts Unfortunately^ that has certainly not 
been tru.e of its policies regarding verification to make possible arms control 
agreements^ such as the one I have been describing* I do not say that' that shows 
3.ack of interest in a compic^^hensive test ban* However ^ if we wish to bridge the gap 
between us^ there must be some efforts on both sidesc If the Soviet Union is now 
ready to do so^ it could easily contribute to bridging that gap* 

The Soviet Union has maintained that "the use of national means of detecting 
nuclear explosions" is ^' quite adequate for monitoring" a ban on all undergrouind 
nuclear weapon tests (ENDC/PYo23Q.; p^9) o The United States has devoted major 
efforts to improving seismic detection and xaeni^xj-xutt&ion techniques^ but we a^re 
unable to achieve the confidence implied hj the Soviet statements* Many times in 
the past we have suggested that^ if the Soviet Government has information on how 
to detect and identify all ujnLderg;s^ound events by using distant instrumentation^ it 
ohould supply that information to other governments* That suggestion has been met 
with a i-m-ll of silence^ 

Our sole concern today^ as in the past;, is to produce a comprehensive test^ban 
t'xze.tj which vrill give the world confidence that it is being observed by all parties. 
Accordingly,) a.gain we invito the Soviet Union and any and all delegation^ here to 
submit anv data or research results which may be helpful 5ja attaining that endo 

I wish to turn now to the interesting proposals which were made here last week 
for dealing mth underground tests^ Mr^ G-omez Robledo called our attention to the 
provisions of the April 1962 eight-nation joint memorandum on cessation of nuclear 
Y/cap on tests (ENI)C/28) « He also renewed his suggestion for a panel of qualified 
scientists from non-aligned comitries who would be ava,ilable to assist v/lth on-site 
inspections (ENDC/PV«269j p,26). In our opinion^ both the joint memorandum and the 
additional suggestion regarding non-aligned inspectors contain helnful features* I 
should noY^ like to discuss several of those features-, 
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Paragraph 3 of the joint memorandum suggests the establishment of a system for 
continuous observation and effective control on a purely scientific and non-political 
basis* It also suggests that such a system might be built upon alrea,dy-existing 
national networks. it recoi-ixj.zes that improvements could no doubt be achieved by 
furnishing observa.tion posts in existing national networks with more advanced 
instrumentation* ¥e believe that constructive possibilities do exist in the- 
area of building unon existing national netv/-orks and furnishing posts with more 
advanced instrumentation. 

The fourth para.graph of the joint memorandum raises the possibility of 
esta.blishing an internatioiitix commission which might process data ana report on any 
nuclear explosion or suspicious event on the basis of thorough and objective 
examination of all the e.vailable data. That paragrapn also refers to an "obligation" 
hy all the parties to furnish the commission with the facts necessary to establish 
the nature of any suspicious and sign. meant event . 

¥e have long believed that an international coramxssion suitably constituted 
could provide a framework which would be helpful in monitoring the observance of test- 
ban obligations. In the proposal of the United States and the United Kingdom (ENDC/78) 
of 1 April 1963 an irapoxuant role was contemplated for an international commission. 
It was our intention to simplify the role of the commission as much a,s possible so as 
to facilitate reaching agreement on such elements as the composition of the commission. 
This is clearly a matter which might well be seriously considered here. 

Finally J paragraph 5 of the joint memorandum provides that^ if the commission 
cannot reach a conclusion on the nature of a significant event, it' might seek 
cle.rif ication from th^ -narty concerned. Consultations would take place coiicfetiiing 
measures of clarification, "including verification in loco" (BNDC/28, p,2) , It is 
clear that such verification would be part of the obligation' of each party to 
furnish the commission with the facts necessary to establish the naturO'-'of • any 
unidentified event m those few cases where no other facts would suffice,' 'Paragraph 4, 
which sets forth the obligation to provide the necessary facts, also says that one way 
of sat isl'y mg that obligation is by a visit to the territory of the country- where 
the unidentified event" tobk place "and/or the sit'e' of * the' event ,.," (iblj^')« 

The joint memorandum, as we are all avf are, does n'o^t" specify any particular 
number or quota of on-site inspections," However, it does seem helpful 'in that i4i 
recognizes the appropriateness and usefulness of such inspections. 
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At our moGtD_ng last Thursday, 30 June, Mro Gomez Robledo also renev/cd the 
Mexican delegation's suggestion that a panel of qualified experts from non-aligned 
countries could be available to assist in on-site inspection (iiiNDC/PV.269, p*26)o 
The Anglo-American memorandum of 1 April I963 stated that an inspection team could 
consist partly of persons from the international staff bf the commission and partly 
of persons from the nuclear-weapon State desiring the inspection » That v/ould provide 
effective participation by both* There is, of course, a definite relationship betv/een 
the extent to which reliance is placed on adversary, or reciprocal, inspection and the 
extent to which inspection procedures and commission regulations cajti be simplified. 
Clearly, if adversary, or reciprocal, inspection forms the major element, a nuclear 
side requesting an inspection -may be more willing to accept simplified procedures, 

I should like now to make some brief comments on the sta.tement of the 
representative of India at our meeting of 30 June. He proposed that, in the first 
instance there be a suspension of all tests (ibid^, po25)o Since no inspection 
procedures ^ were suggested for that. initial suspension, we suppose that it. means an 
unverified moratorium on all tests that cannot be verified by existing means. We 
oppose such a moratorium because of our unwillingness to accept on trust the 
observance by others of restrictions which significantly affect our security. 

Mr. Trivedi also renewed recommendations for international co-operation in the 
field of exchanging seismological data, recommendations v;hich are quite similar to 
those given unanimous voice by the eight in their joint memoranda of 14 September 196^ 
(ENDC/1^5) and 15 September I965 (ENDC/159)<» Recommendations of that sort have had 
our strong support,. 

Whether or not the United States agrees v/ith every suggestion put forth, it does 
nevertheless v/elcome all serious proposals designed to advance our negotiations. 
Non-aligned delegations clearly have made proposals of such a character in the 
important area of reaching agreement on a comprehensive test ban. My delegation 
has also attempted to advance our work by describing the results of extensive research 
in the fieW of seismology and by suggesting simplified inspection procedures 
(ENDC/PV.25^). 
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Tae conclusion cannot be escaped that it is now time for the delegation of the 
Soviet Union to make similar constructive contributions to our worl^:. Such a 
contribution would, of course^ be most welcome in the key area of vorif icationo 
To us it seems. inconceivable that a nation of the size, strength and achievements 
of the Soviet Union will long continue to feel that a relatively small number of. 
inspections, regulated by internationally-agreed procedures, can somehow damage that 
country emd its security^ -. v7e continue to hope that, sooner rather than later, the 
Soviet Union will disple.y in our crucial field of arms control the same daring, 
creativity and effort which it has displayed in the important field of the 
exploration of outer space, 

Vir* RQSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 
£^^^) ' The representative of the United States referred in his statement today 
to a question to which we he.ve also referred in our intervention* The question is 
a very important ones namxcly the prohibition of all underground tests. The Soviet 
delegr.tion will study that statement with due attention and at a later meeting of 
the Committee will give e.ppropriate explanations and replies to the questions that 
are raised in it. 

At the same time one cannot fa^il to regret that the representative of the 
United States, in approaching this important problem of the prohibition of all 
nuclear tests, should have introduced into the consideration of the problem new 
elements which deliberately complicate the possibilities of the search for a solution 
to this urgent question^ Thus today he advanced yet another argument in an 
attempt to show that there were difficulties in solving this problem: the argument 
about so-called closed and open societies. I must say this arguraent is hackneyed, 
far-fetched and, I would say, of a definitely slanderous nature. Of course, it 
v^ill not help to make it any easier for us to examine and solve with full awareness 
the problem which yre are now considering, 

'vHien, for example, the^ question of concluding the Moscow Treaty was being 
exe.mined, nobody advanced that argniment as an obstacle to the conclusion of an 
agreement on the prohibition of nuclear tests in three environments. Therefore 
the putting forward of that argument by the representative of the United States can only 
lead to a further complication, a, complication without any need Y/hat soever, \Ie 
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have the impression that, in putting forward that argument, the United States is 
doing so in order to demonstrate once more its lack of desire for a concrete 
solution of this question and. that in this connexion it is trying to discover unreal, 
far-fetched arguments.. That is the comment we wished to make in connexion with 
the statement of the representative of the United States^ 

Mr, FOSTER (United States of America) t I do not wish to prolong this 
a^rgument, but I think it is perfectly clear why, in connexion with the limited 
test*«ban Treaty, we did not speak of the difficulties caused hy the differences 
between an open and a closed society. The difference in the limited test-ban Treaty 
is that we had, and l^mew we had, nationa^l capabilities to detect and identify any 
events that toolt place or might to.ke place in the three environments to which that 
tree^ty applied, 

¥e have made it perfectly clear ^ and it is a scientif ically-loiown fact, that 
underground there are a number of events v/hich it is impossible to identify-. ?or 
that reason we ask for the verification of events which appear to have significance 
and for which, as far as we ]mow — and our o^m activities in this field have been 
more extensive perhaps than those of any other nation ~ there are as yet no means 
of both detection and identif icationc Again I request that, if the Soviet Union 
has those means, it share its knowledge of them with others, so that we may proceed 
to the achievement of such a comprehensive treaty. 

The Conference deci ded to issue the f ollo wing communique s 

"The Conference of the Eightecn-Nation Commfttee on Disarmament today 

held its 271st meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 

chairmanship of Sir Harold Beeley, rexDresentative of the United kingdom* 

"Statements were ma-de by the representatives of the United Arab Republic, 

the USSR and the United States* 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 12 July 1966, 

at 10.30 aemc" 

The meeting r p.se at__l2>30 v>.m^ 



